Are phrasal verbs less numerous in English translations if the source language is a Romance language than if the source language is a Germanic one? This chapter sets out to answer that question. In a subcorpus of English fictional texts translated from Romance languages, up, out and down, which represent phrasal verb use rather well, are indeed underused when compared with non-translated English fiction from the British National Corpus, while no significant difference is to be found for this set of itemsbetween non-translated English and English translated from Germanic languages. This finding is strong evidence for source-language interference, as Romance languages on the whole do not have close equivalents to phrasal verbs, while Germanic languages do. This effect appears stronger than any source-language-independent translation universal that could in principle have played a role, such as normalization (exaggerated use of phrasal verbs, which are typical of the English language) or levelling-out (avoidance of phrasal verbs, which are generally felt to be rather colloquial).A comparison of French prefixed verbs with morphologically simplex ones in Le Petit Prince further shows that the former are more likely to be translated by phrasal verbs than the latter, again supporting source-language influence, as phrasal verbs resemble prefixed verbs in being composed of a verb and an added element. Our study thus stresses the relevance of taking into account typological differences (and similarities) between source and target language in translation studies.
Introduction

Phrasal verbs
English would be a rather different language without combinations such as give up, cool down, run away, throw up, figure out, rub off, and so on. Phrasal verbs, also known as verb-particle combinations, are among the most frequent constructions in English (Biber et al. 1999, Gardner and Davies 2007) , which is why there are countless books, websites and apps on the English language learning market that encourage learners to develop their ‗phrasal verb skills'. In a recent monograph on the diachronic tracing of the construction back to Germanic and Proto-Indo-European preverbs, Thim (2012: 244) states that -throughout the history of English, phrasal verbs have always had a place in the ‗common core' of the language‖.
Not only are they undeniably central to the English language but many of them are also clearly situated towards the colloquial end of the formality spectrum: consider for example bum around, freak out, piss off, not to mention combinations that might be rather unfit for print. On the basis of corpus-evidence, Biber et al. (1999: 409) conclude that - [o] verall, conversation and fiction show much greater use of the most frequent phrasal verbs than news and academic prose.‖ One can easily confirm Biber et al.'s findings based on the Longman Spoken and Written English Corpus with data from the British National Corpus (Davies 2004-) , which reveal that particles in conversation are more than ten times as frequent as in medicinerelated academic texts and still more than five times as frequent as in administrative writing. Marks (2005: s.p.) sums up -widespread popular wisdom about phrasal verbs among learners and teachers‖, namely -that they are colloquial, casual, informal, characteristic of speech rather than writing and perhaps even a bit sloppy or slovenly, uneducated and not quite proper‖ [bullets from the original article removed -B.C. and R.L.].
1 Such characterizations are not new. They are echoes from style commentators in the eighteenth century. For example, the famous lexicographer Samuel Johnson, in his Dictionaryof the English Language (1755), already provided labels such as -improper‖, -low‖, -common‖, -barbarous‖, -familiar‖, -vulgar‖ or -less elegant‖ to some of the phrasal verbs he attested (cf. Wild 2010: 207).
Intra-language differences, translation universals and source-language interference
The two properties of phrasal verbs as a class -their high frequency and their informality -accords to them the status of ideal test object to evaluate the validity of certain alleged ‗translation universals' (for introductions of which, see Baker 1993 , Halverson 2003 , Mauranen and Kujamäki 2004 , which generally come in contradiction with the idea that the source language interferes with the linguistic characteristics of target texts. Indeed, since the advent of corpus-based translation studies in the 1990s, researchers have agreed on the existence of the third code, that is, differences between original and translated language (intra-language differences) but have been divided over the way these should be accounted for. While some argue in favor of the existence of translation universals, those -features which typically occur in translated text rather than original utterances and which are not the result of interference from specific linguistic systems‖ (Baker 1993: 243) , others consider intra-language differences as resulting from source language interference. In the literature, most researchers seem to support the translation universals hypothesis (e.g. Baker and Olohan 2000 , Olohan 2003 , Jiménez-Crespo 2011 , Laviosa 1998 , Øverås 1998 ) but other researchers have claimed that source-language interference, also known as ‗shining through' (Teich 2003) , must play (at least) a role (e.g. Koppel and Ordan 2011, Cappelle and . Of course, one might wonder whether interference is not itself a kind of translation universal, albeit one of a very different nature fromthat of all the others.
2
Although initial studies provided evidence for the influence of translation universals, more recent studies have clearly questioned their role in the differences that can be observed between original and translated language (see e.g. Becher 2010 , Lind 2007 or Kruger and Van Rooy 2012) . Their very existence is controversial and many suggested universals have been severely criticized these last ten years (e.g. Becher 2010 , House 2008 , Corpas Pastor et al. 2008 , Mauranen and Kujamäki 2004 , with the term ‗uni-versal' itself being questioned (see Lind 2007) .Among the criticism against translation universals is the fact that source languages are not taken into consideration and that many of the studies based on intra-language differences to prove their existence focus on only one genre, very often literary texts (see e.g. Becher 2001 for a criticism of corpus studies based on the Translational English Corpus) and with (British) English as either source or target language.
Recent studies, based on genre-controlled corpora (see Lefer and Vogeleer 2013 for a special issue on this question for the normalization universal), do show that results are genre-sensitive, and that so-called translation universals might not be so universal. For instance, Delaere et al. (2012) have investigated the use of standard and non-standard Belgian Dutch in translated vs. original texts for several registers (fiction, non-fiction, press texts, administrative texts, external communication) and have shown that intra-language differences are -text type dependent, as some of the results (partially) confirm the general trend of translations being more standardized than non-translation (fiction, external communication, administrative texts) but other results do not (journalistic texts and non-fiction)‖ (Delaere et al. 2012: 220) . Also, Delaere and De Sutter (2013) have investigated whether the normalization universal (which they relate to -risk-aversion behavior‖) is source-language and/or register-dependent: their results show that the tendency of translators to normalize Dutch translated texts is not only the result of the translation process. They show that several other factors interact: register, source language, and target audience. For instance, their results show that translators resort more to Standard Dutch in journalistic texts (register effect), but in administrative texts, it is the source language (English vs. French) that has an impact. With a special emphasis on another geographical variety of English (South African English) and using a multiregister corpus, Kruger and Van Rooy (2012) have shown that when tested together and not in isolation, linguistic features associated with translation universals fail to discriminate between original and translated texts. They investigated (i) explicitation, associated with the frequency of optional complementizer that, contractions and linking adverbials; (ii) normalization, associated with the frequencies of lexical bundles, coinages and loanwords; and (iii) simplification, associated with lexical diversity and mean word length. What their results, based on a comparable corpus of original and translated South African English, show is that with the exception of two of them (optional that and lexical diversity), the linguistic features that were investigated do not show significant differences between original and translated texts. More importantly, their study shows that cross-register differences are also present in their corpus of translated English, suggesting that register variation is present in translated language, contra what the leveling out universal might suggest.
As far as the influence of the source language is concerned, some studies have shown that the linguistic characteristics of translated texts differ depending on the source language. For instance, Cappelle (2012) shows that fewer manner-of-motion verbs are to be found in English translated from French than in English translated from German, a result that is inter-preted as resulting from the typological difference between the two source languages, that is the fact that French, like most Romance languages, belongs to the typological group of verb-framed languages, while English and German, like the other Germanic languages, are satellite-framed languages (see below). Among the other studies that have argued in favor of source language interference instead of translation universals to account for observed differences between translated and original language is Dai and Xiao (2011) , who have shown that Chinese translated from English contains much more occurrences of the passive voice than original Chinese. Given the fact that the passive voice is much more frequent in translated than in original Chinese, Dai and Xiao conclude, through the observation of their corpus, that more than 8 out of 10 occurrences of the passive voice in translated Chinese result from the interference of the source language. In a similar way, Cappelle and Loock (2013) 1.3. Aim of the paper Our paper aims to adopt the same kind of approach as the one to be found in Cappelle (2012) , for phrasal verbs this time, so as to check whether their frequency in English translated texts differs depending on the source language, specifically the source language family (Romance vs. Germanic), or whether results are homogeneous, paving the way for an interpretation related to the influence of translation universals. Depending on whether one selects, say, normalization (-the tendency to exaggerate the features of the target language and to conform to its typical patterns‖ (Baker 1996: 183)) or, rather, levelling out (-the tendency of translated text to gravitate towards the centre of a continuum‖ (Baker 1996: 184) ) as one's translation universal of choice, the frequency of occurrence of phrasal verbs in translated (i.e. non-original) English may be hypothesized to be either enhanced or reduced. Indeed, on the one hand, normalization manifests itself in a boost of common target language features, and one could therefore predict translated texts to display an over-use of phrasal verbs, which are very common items in English. On the other hand, levelling out is the tendency of translated texts to share similar characteristics, thus eradicating any register/genre-related differences, and since phrasal verbs are generally considered to belong to more informal registers, we should expect fewer phrasal verbs in translated texts.That is to say, if a translator aims to make a text sound like a genuinely English one, s/he might use many phrasal verbs, leading to an overrepresentation of phrasal verbs in translated English compared to original English -the effect, as Lind (2007) puts it, that -translated texts, like converts, are more normal than normal‖. Alternatively, if a translator is wary of using expressions that are felt to be too colloquial, s/he might use more neutral, morphologically simple verbs over the generally more informal phrasal verbs, leading to an underrepresentation of the latter in translated English compared to original English. We perhaps make it appear here as if the translator makes these decisions consciously, but this need not be the case. Translators are not necessarily aware of selecting options that could be analysed as particularly target-like, including items that sound informal or even slangy or, conversely, of producing a lexically more ‗cautious' text, whose edges have been smoothed, so to speak.
We strongly believe that contrastive issues should be taken into account in comparing translated and non-translated variants of a single language (Cappelle 2012 , Cappelle and Loock 2013 , Loock, De Sutter and Plevoets 2013 . In the present paper, therefore, we distance ourselves from hypothesized universal laws of translational behaviour (whether consciously applied or not) which do not take the relation between the source language and the target language into consideration.
3
To the extent that normalization and levelling out can be formulated, respectively, as -make the translation sound like a typical, authentic text in the target language‖ and -use lexical and grammatical items that fall within the conventional core of the target language's lexico-grammar‖, they are what Chesterman (2004) calls T[arget]-universals, which are concerned with the comparison of translations in a language to other texts in the same language. In other words, they do not make reference to differences between the target language and the source language. Yet, if we want to find out whether translated English uses more or fewer phrasal verbs than non-translated English, we should not ignore this important question: How readily does a phrasal verb present itself as a translation of what is in the source text?
We will now refine this question against the background of Cappelle's (2012)study, which linked the underuse of a closely related target-language feature in English, namely manner-of-motion verbs, to a typological difference between the source language and the target language (section 2). We will then present two corpus-based studies, one in which translated English from two typologically different source language families (Romance vs. Germanic) is compared to non-translated English (section 3) and another in which we look at which kinds of verbs in a French text are likely to tempt the translator to use a phrasal verb (section 4). In our conclusion, we will sum up the main findings and present some methodological reflections (section 5).
Framing typology and translationese
In Cappelle (2012) , it was shown that translated English contains fewer manner-of-motion verbs when the source language is French than when the source language is German. The most likely reason for this, it was suggested, is that French, like most Romance languages, belongs to the typological group of verb-framed languages, while English and German, like the other Germanic languages, are satellite-framed languages (Talmy 2000) . This typological difference pertains to whether the most central semantic aspect in an event of change of position or state, among other kinds of events, is preferentially expressed by the verb root or by a sister to it -a prefix or a particle, for instance. For the expression of a motion event, the core semantic element is the so-called path, which refers to direction, source or goal. Thus, in the English sentence A UFO whizzed by, it is the particle by that encodes the path, just like the separable verb prefix vorbei in the German equivalent sentence Ein UFO sauste vorbei. Since the verb root itself does not have to express this aspect of meaning, it is ‗freed up' to encode a more secondary semantic aspect: in this case, the high speed of motion and the accompanying sound this produces. In French, by contrast, as in Romance languages more generally, the direction of motion is typically expressed by the main verb, as in Un OVNI passa (‗A UFO passed', ‗A UFO went by'). The verb, having been assigned with the task of encoding this aspect of meaning, can then no longer express manner of motion, which would then be expressed, if at all, in a constituent functioning as adjunct, such as à grande vitesse ‗with high speed' or dans un sifflement ‗with a whistling sound'.
What emerged from that corpus investigation is that the difference in overall framing preferences appears to leave its trace in a corpus of English translations from French. Specifically, this corpus exhibited a higher pro-portion of path verbs (leave, rise, etc.) to manner-of-motion verbs (crawl, leap, etc.) than both a reference corpus of non-translated English texts and a corpus of English translations from German. Though this difference may not be noticeable in a single individual text, the cumulative evidence appearing from corpora of translated and non-translated English cannot be ignored: the underuse of manner-of-motion verbs in translations from French is an example of source-language interference.
In what follows, we will attempt to answer the following questions:
1. a. Do English translations from Romance languages contain as many phrasal verbs as texts originally written in English? b. Do English translations from other Germanic languages contain as many phrasal verbs as texts originally written in English?
In light of the typological differences between Germanic and Romance languages briefly reviewed above, we predict that the first question will be answered negativelyand the second positively. Such findings from translation studies would complement what we know from second language acquisition studies, where it appears that phrasal verbs are underproduced by undergraduate learners whose L1 lacks a similar category (e.g. Hebrew, Chinese) but not by undergraduate learners whose L1 has a close equivalent (e.g. Dutch, Swedish) (Laufer and Eliasson 1993, Liao and Fukuya 2004) . In addition, if our expectation for the first sub-question (1a) is borne out, we will address the following question:
2. Assuming that English translations from Romance languages are not completely devoid of any phrasal verbs, which source language expressions are they the translations of?
For this second question, which we will answer with reference to French as a source language, we hypothesize that morphologically complex verbs in the source text (e.g. re-venir ‗go back') are more likely to be translated by a phrasal verb than simplex verbs (e.g. sortir ‗leave', ‗go out'). Such a result would again be in line with our assumption that what is in the source text may be ‗shining through' in the translation, to use Teich's (2003) concept, as the presence of a bound derivational morpheme in the French source text could be seen as a trigger for a translation into a particle to form a phrasal verb in the English translation. For English as a source language, previous studies demonstrated such a structure-preserving effect. In a study on the translation of English phrasal verbs into German, Claridge (2002) found that translators typically used structures resembling the source forms, trans-lating the verb by a literal equivalent and translating the particle by a separable or inseparable prefix. In English translations into Russian, too, phrasal verbs are often translated by prefixed verbs (Mudraya et al. 2005) . German and Russian are typologically similar to English in that they make extensive use of particles or prefixes. In other words, they have a frequently used equivalent to phrasal verbs. While French is not considered to be a satelliteframed language, it does contain prefixed verbs and these may account to a large extent for the use of phrasal verbs in the translation. It has been shown in previous research (Paillard and Videau 2008) that the most frequent translation strategy for French verbs starting with dé-or de-is a phrasal verb in English. Such a finding lends support to the correctness of our hypothesis, but to have full certainty, we should check whether prefixed verbs in French more often lead to a phrasal verb in the target text than non-prefixed ones do. Throughout this paper, we assume that phrasal verbs are, by and large, satellite-framed structures. This assumption is justified insofar as particles frequently express the path in a motion event (e.g. walk in) or a more metaphorical or abstract change of state in other events (e.g. cool down, wake up). Even in aspectual combinations like play along, the particle encodes an aspect of meaning which in verb-framed languages would more typically be expressed in the main verb, for instance as something close to accompany someone playing. Only in highly idiomatic combinations (e.g. make out ‗kiss in a sexual way') is it less clear that the particle expresses the core semantic part of a complex event. Even so, it can hardly be denied that phrasal verbs are compatible with, and indicative of, a language's satelliteframed typological nature.
Phrasal verbs in translated English from typologically different
languages: A large-scale quantitative corpus-based approach 3.1. Method
Overall design
The methodology adopted here involves three corpora: (i) a reference corpus of English texts, (ii) a comparable corpus of English texts translated from source languages A1, A2, A3, etc. and (iii) another comparable corpus of English texts translated from source languages B1, B2, B3, etc. Here, as opposed to Cappelle (2012), we do not focus on the proportion of mannerof-motion verbs to path verbs but on the frequency of occurrence of particles relative to corpus size. Another difference is that we here extend the comparable corpora considerably: we do not just look at translations into English from French and German but at translations into English from Romance languages and Germanic languages.
Corpora
Our corpus study rests on an analysis of fictional texts in original and translated English. The reason why we have restricted our analysis to fictional texts is (i) their availability in different corpora (as opposed to press or technical texts for instance) and (ii) the fact that phrasal verbs are frequent in this register (see above). Our reference corpus was the 100 million word British National Corpus (BNC), which we searched via the Brigham Young University web interface (Davies 2004-) . We restricted our searches to the subcorpus of fictional texts, whose total size is 15,909,312 words. This component consists of 476 texts, whose average length is 34,656 words (information obtained via http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/docs/URG/BNCdes.html#wrides). For translations into English we used the Translational English Corpus (TEC), available at http://www.llc.manchester.ac.uk/ctis/research/english-corpus/. From this corpus, we selected two subcorpora with English fictional texts published between 1980 and 1993, which is also the time range from which the texts in the BNC date. For one of the TEC subcorpora, we selected as source languages all available Romance languages (Brazilian Portuguese, Catalan, European Spanish, French, Italian and Latin American Spanish). This subcorpus, which we can refer to as TEC<Rom, has a total number of 1,952,690 words and consists of 32 texts, with an average length of 111,669 words (shortest: 25,915 words; longest: 197,422 words) . For the other subcorpus, we aimed (somewhat overoptimistically, as we will point out shortly) at coveringall available Germanic languages (Danish, Dutch, German, Icelandic, Norwegian and Swedish) in the entire TEC corpus. This subcorpus (TEC<Ger) totals 1,146,785 words and comprises 14 texts, whose average length is 81,913 words (shortest: 14,288 words; longest: 166,973 words). Because of our preselection of fiction from a specific period and because of the make-up of the TEC corpus itself, our subcorpora are not balanced for individual languages, though. TEC<Rom is made up of mainly French (61%), with Brazilian Portuguese (12%), European Spanish (11%), European Portuguese (6%), Italian (4%), Latin American Spanish (3%) and Catalan (3%) only being minor parts of this corpus. TEC<Ger has an even less even spread over individual languages, as predominantly consists of German texts (90%), complemented by only one other Germanic language, namely Swedish (10%). Because of this scarcity of data for some Romance and especially Germanic languages, we will not report findings for individual languages. Future research should take a closer look at possible differences among the languages within the two families studied here.
Search items
As it would be quite unfeasible to search and check all verb-particle combinations in these corpora by hand, we carefully selected search items that could serve as proxy for the entire class of phrasal verbs. Since verbs form an open lexical class and particles a closed one, we restricted our searches to the latter. However, especially as the TEC is not tagged, we had to be careful to choose words that do indeed often occur as particles, in order to maximize precision (i.e., the fraction of retrieved items that are relevant), while also making sure that we used items that are representative of the class of particles as a whole, in order to maximize recall (i.e., the fraction of relevant items that are retrieved). The choice of suitable items was important, since many words that can be used as particles occur in fact more frequently as prepositions -as is the case for in and on, for instance. For our selection of search items, we relied on data in Gardner and Davies (2007: 346) , according to which the words out and up, of all particle candidates, are not only used most frequently as particles (in 97.3% and 87.4% of their total occurrences, respectively) but are also the two most frequently used particles, together accounting for almost half (46%) of all particle occurrences in the BNC. In short, these two words have high precision and reasonably good recall values as representatives of the class of verb particles. Given the unclear grammatical status of out of (see Cappelle 2001), we removed this combination from our selection. In order to have a more representative sample of particles, we decided to add one more word to our set of search items, namely down. It appears that down is another frequent particle, with 79.2% of all occurrences of this item being tagged as a particle, as reported by Gardner and Davies (2007) . This is still a reasonably good precision value, and with down added to up and out, we thus obtained a small set of items which jointly form a representative subset of the class of particles, making up 57.3% of all particle occurrences, to be precise (still according to Gardner and Davies (2007) ). So, the three search items, up, out (minus out of) and down are all predominantly used as particles and together represent well over half of the occurrences of all particles.
Statistical analysis
Results of the searches of the three items in the three different corpora were analysed statistically using the Log-likelihood test, a test which is similar to the Chi-square test but is not subject to certain assumptions about how the data are distributed (cf. McEnery, Xiao and Tono 2006: 55) . We provide the results for the three individual particles, but as we are not interested in how the relative frequencies of individual particles may differ across corpora, we summed over the occurrences of all three test items in each of the three corpora. The results obtained in the BNC were compared with those obtained in the corpus of translations from Romance languages and separately with those obtained in the other translational corpus.
Results
In the BNC fictional subcorpus, the three search words yielded 124,529 occurrences, or 7827 occurrences per million words. In the corpus of translations into English from Romance languages (TEC<Rom), we retrieved 11,880 occurrences of these words, or only 6084 per million words. By contrast, the corpus of translations into English from (other) Germanic languages yielded 8951 occurrences of the three search items, which amounts to 7805 per million words, virtually the same frequency as in the BNC reference corpus. The details of the findings are given in Table 1 and graphically represented in Figure 1 . The conspicuous underrepresentation of the three search items in the corpus of English fiction translated from Romance languages, compared to their frequency in the BNC fiction component, is statistically extremely significant (Log-likelihood = 738.32; p < .0001). Given the large sample sizes, the small difference between the BNC results and the results from TEC<Ger were in danger of having proved statistically significant as well, but (summarized over the three particles) they are not (Log-likelihood = 0.067; p = 0.8). 
Interim discussion
The present findings strongly suggest that an account of the differences between original and translated English which is based on translation universals, in particular normalization or levelling-out, should be treated with utmost circumspection. The results clearly differ depending on the language family to which the source language belongs. Although we have not studied the influence of each individual source language on the linguistic characteristics of the English translated texts, it is possible to consider ‗source language family interference' as a significant effect in translation, contra any translation universal that is claimed to hold irrespective of the source and target language involved. Of course, one might argue that is only to be expected that texts from the same genetic and typological family as English lead to translations that are closer to non-translated English than texts from genetically more distant and typologically rather different languages do. We fully agree that our results are in line with what was to be expected. Obviously, a finer-grained approach involving a comparison with each individual source language would be desirable, especially as not all languages within a single family may be equally strong representatives of a typological profile (see Iacobini and Masini (2003) for the occurrence of phrasal verbs in Italian, in particular). This is beyond the scope of this paper, which used the TEC to investigate translated English, as the corpus does not contain samples that are large enough for each individual source language. Still, we would like to stress that our results allow us to cast very serious doubts on the validity of each of the two translation universals discussed in Section 1.3. Source language (family) interference has a stronger influence than these and any othertranslation universals that could be considered since our results are source-language-family dependent.Quite clearly, translations into English from Romance languages fail to be fully normalized with respect to the presence of phrasal verbs. While such normalization, if that is what it is, seems to be successful for translations from Germanic languages, it falls short for translations from Romance languages. In other words, it does not obtain across-the-board and, by consequence, it would seem wrong to consider normalization a translation universal.
It could be objected that the sheer fact that phrasal verbs are used in translations from languages that do not use them (but see Section 4 for an important qualification of this ‗absence' in the source language) can only be analyzed as the result of a normalization tendency. Such an objection can easily be countered. While it cannot be denied that the presence of phrasal verbs in English translated from Romance languages could be interpreted as translators' tendency to ‗normalize' the target language by using a common feature of it, this does not lead to the translation sounding -more normal than normal‖, to use a formulation we quoted earlier,In other words, what we dismiss here is normalization as a T(arget language)-universal, that is, a source-language-independent tendency manifesting itself as a stable differencebetween translations in the target language and originally produced texts in that target language (Baker 1996) .It would be very strange, of course, if an English translation from a Romance language contained no, or hardly any, phrasal verbs: after all, the job of the translator is to produce an English text, and phrasal verbs are an integral part of that language's lexicon. The point, though, is that normalization, as a Tuniversal, predicts that there will be more of these very normal lexical items in translations into English than in original English. This prediction is clearly not borne out. Note also that even with Germanic languages as source languages, there is no overrepresentation of phrasal verbs, which we should have found if normalization leads to exaggeration of target-language features.
Likewise, we can quite safely dismiss levelling-out as a translation universal (cf. again Section 1.3). If we only considered translations into English from Romance languages, this tendency could have served as a suitable explanation for the underrepresentation of phrasal verbs, but we are then left to explain why in translations from other languages, this presumed levelling out does not obtain. So, levelling out, too, loses its appeal as a source-language-independent translation universal.Since our results are source-language-family dependent, anysuch translation universal that could be at play is undermined by interference from the source language.
There just might be a way of salvaging normalization and levelling-out. While, as we saw above, they lead to opposite predictions in the case of phrasal verbs (overrepresentation and underrepresentation, respectively), we could say that, when they are both at work (as they should be, given that they are universals), they cancel each-other out. That is, using phrasal verbs in an over-indulgent way (i.e., normalization/exaggeration) may be tempered by the simultaneously operative avoidance of lexico-grammatical structures, including phrasal verbs, that have a too informal ring about them (i.e., levelling-out), and vice versa. The results that we obtained above (under-representation in translations from Romance languages; no noteworthy difference in translations from Germanic languages) may be compatible with such neutralisation. They could then be considered, crucially, as the added effect of just one more ‗universal' thrown in, namely Toury's (1995: 275) 
-law of interference‖, or Tirkkonen-Condit's (2004) -Unique Items
Hypothesis‖, according to which linguistic features that are typical of, or even unique to,the target language, when compared to the source language, have a tendency to be under-represented in translations. Even if there is no neutralization at work of any other universals, if they exist at all, the law of interference or the Unique Items Hypothesis can definitely not be rejected, in the light of our findings. The law of interference covers "phenomena pertaining to the make-up of the source text [that] tend to be transferred to the target text" (Toury 1995: 275) . Toury"s definition could-with the help of some mental gymnastics, admittedly -be applied to cases where the phenomena (here: phrasal verbs) are actually absent from the source text. Indeed, one could arguethat the absence of phrasal verbs is part of the make-up of source texts written in (most) Romance languages. Because of this absence in the source language, a more useful concept here is "Unique Item" in the target language. After all, particles, with the exception of Italian, are unique to English as a target language when the source language belongs to the Romance family. If we now adhere to the strictly scientific principle of not multiplying hypotheses beyond those that are needed to explain the observable facts, we can let Occam's razor do its work and simply dismiss normalization and levelling-out -prime examples of translation universals -as having a major impact on the occurrence of phrasal verbs in translated English.
Phrasal verbs in translated English from French: Comparing Le Petit Prince and its English translation
In a follow-up study, we tried to answer the following question: If there is a phrasal verb in a text translated into English from a Romance language, what corresponds to this item in the source text? The motivation for asking this question is that Romance languages, with the exception of Italian, do not have any phrasal verbs. If such structures do end up in the translation, this could be evidence that there still is some degree of normalization at work, albeit not to the extent that target-language features are exaggerated in the translation, as the data reported above clearly show. Although French does not have anything that could be called ‗phrasal verbs', it does make use of morphologically complex verbs (e.g. re-venir ‗come back', sur-voler ‗fly over') which, just like phrasal verbs in English, belong to the set of satellite-framing structures (Kopecka 2006, Pourcel and Kopecka 2006) , as these prefixed verbs can be decomposed into an element referring to a path (the prefix) and an element referring to (manner of) motion as such. In other words, such verbs have two semantic components, in much the same way that English motional phrasal verbs have. The hypothesis we can therefore formulate is that such complex morphological items in the source text are more likely to act as a trigger for the use of a phrasal verb in the target text than morphologically simplex items in the source text.
Method
Overall design
For this part of our study, we needed to take a look at what is actually there in the source text, something we did not do in the corpus study reported on in Section 3, where we merely knew that the source text belonged to either a Romance language or a Germanic language. We opted to use a single relatively short text in French and its English translation, the idea being that this research leans rather more to qualitative research, possibly at the expense of full representativeness. The verbs used in the source text were classified as either morphologically simplex (non-derived) or morphologically complex (containing a prefix). We identified the phrasal verbs in the translation with the aim of finding out whether, as we expect, there are more of them whose source expression is a morphologically complex verb than can be expected on the basis of the overall frequency of complex verbs, relative to simplex verbs, in the entire source text.
Thus, suppose there are 900 simplex verbs and 100 complex verbs in the source text and suppose, furthermore that there are 100 phrasal verbs in the translation, then in the still imaginary case that all of these 100 phrasal verbs would have as their source expression the 100 complex source verbs, there would be an extreme case of source language interference. By contrast, if 90 of the 100 phrasal verbs had a simplex verb as their source expression and the other 10 had a complex verb as their source expression, there would be no association whatsoever between the morphological complexity of source verbs and their translations' membership to the class of phrasal verbs.
Corpus
Within a pilot study, the text we took a closer look at is the well-known children's book Le Petit Prince by Antoine de Saint-Exupéry and its English translation The Little Prince by Katherine Woods, both of which appeared in 1943. The reasons why we selected this text and its translation, which we realize are not very modern ones, are that (i) the original text is widely available and has been translated into many languages, such that our results for the English translated could be compared with those for other target languages and (ii) this is a children's book, for which one can expect there to be a large amount of dynamic scenes, including motion, rather than merely reflective passages. Easily obtainable electronic versions of these texts were sentence-aligned automatically with the help of PlusTools, a Windows Word plugin. The aligned output was then corrected manually. The original text is 14,952 words long and its translation 17,066 words long.
Coding
A master's student from the University of Lille 3, whose mother language is French, was instructed to classify all lexical verbs in the source text as either morphologically simple (disregarding inflectional endings) or morphologically complex (specifically, having a prefix). Deciding whether a verb is morphologically complex or not is not always easy. The student was asked not only to consult an etymological dictionary (namely, the online database Ortolang, http://www.cnrtl.fr/etymologie/) but also to use her best judgement in classifying a verb as multi-or monomorphemic but to be consistent in her choices. For instance, the verb comprendre ‗understand' was morphologically complex in Latin but is no longer felt to be so for contemporary speakers of French and therefore was classified as simplex. By contrast, verbs like a-néantir ‗destroy' dé-ranger ‗disturb', r-assurer ‗reassure' were classified as complex. The analysability of the verbs for present-day speakers of French was used as a criterion to determine the simplex or complex nature of the verbs. A further instruction was that extremely light verbs, such as linking verbs andauxiliaries (e.g.être‗to be', pouvoir ‗can'), should be removed from the analysis.
Semi-automatic identification of phrasal verbs in the target text was carried out by ourselves. We did not do this fully automatically, because we did not have a tagged version of the text and we wanted to make sure that we only retrieved occurrences of on, off, through, etc. in their use as particles, not as prepositions. Note that the particles up, down and outtaken together have 93 occurrences in the translation of Le Petit Prince; 93/17,066 equals a normalized frequency of 5499 per million words. This compares ratherwell to the normalized frequency of these lexical items grouped together in TEC<Rom (which, as we have seen, is 6084 per million words) and confirms the finding from the preceding section that English translations from Romance languages underuse phrasal verbs.We also determined the category of these phrasal verbs'source expressions (simplex or complex).We realize that the analysability of prefixed lexemes in French is an extremely complex issue, and that there is no such thing as a homogeneous French audience; therefore,the MA student"s and our assessment of prefixed verbs as being synchronically polymorphemic or not may not generalize perfectly to all speakers of French. According to standard morphological analysis, word parts should be endowed with meaning in order to be identified as morphemes in the language. In the present analysis, this was thought to be the case for é-in s'écrier "cry out", for instance, but it is not clear that all speakers of French perceive this lexeme"s complexity. In Appendix A, we list all contexts in the source textcontaining French verbs which were considered to be prefixed and having a phrasal verb in the English translation. In Appendix B, we list all further verb forms in the source text that were considered to be prefixed, but whose translation was not a phrasal verb.
Statistical analysis
All the simplex and complex source verbs were counted by the same master's student who did the coding, while we counted the phrasal verbs which had a simplex verb and those which had a complex verb as a source expression. In the English translation of Le Petit Prince, there are 149 phrasal verbs, which were classified depending on their source language structure: ‗simplex' (e.g. find out<savoir), ‗(morphologically) complex' (e.g. go on<reprendre), ‗syntactically complex' (e.g. put off <remettre à plus tard), ‗nothing' in cases of explicitation (e.g. go on< Ø) and ‗other' (e.g. a month has gone by <ça fait déjà un mois). We disregarded the last three cases, in other words, we retained only those phrasal verbs that corresponded with a simplex or a morphologically complex verb in the source text. We converted the results into a 2x2 contingency table, on which we performed the Chi-Square Test of Association (with Yates correction) using the web cal-culator developed by Richard Lowry available at http://vassarstats.net/tab2x2.html. In addition, the Fischer Exact Probability Test was performed via GraphPad's online application available at http://graphpad.com/quickcalcs/contingency2/.
Results
Out of the 150 phrasal verbs in the translation, 98 have a morphologically simplex verb and 30 have a morphologically complex verb in the French source text (with 12 phrasal verbs being the translation of a syntactically complex structure, 5 having nothing directly corresponding with them in the source text and another 5 corresponding to other structures). In the entire source text, there were another 1592 simplex verbs and another 123 complex verbs whose translation did not correspond with a phrasal verb in the target text. These results are shown in Table 1 (with added percentages based on raw totals) and represented graphically by means of two pie charts in Figure 2 below: Clearly, when the verb is morphologically complex in the French source text, it is much more likely to be translated with a phrasal verb in the English translation than when that source verb is simplex. The observed difference is statistically extremely significant (χ 2 = 39.287; p < .0001). Fisher's Exact Probability Test also produces a two-tailed p-value smaller than 0.0001, confirming that association between kinds of source verbs (simplex / complex) and translations (phrasal verbs / other) can be considered to be extremely statistically significant.
Discussion
The English translation of Le Petit Prince contains over a hundred phrasal verbs, even though there were no phrasal verbs in the source text, French being a language that lacks such a structure. This could be taken as evidence that there was some degree of normalization at work. Yet, such a conclusion is trivial. After all, it is nothing more than a translator's job to render a text into the target language and if that target language makes frequent use of phrasal verbs, then the occurrence of such structures is not at all surprising. Moreover, as we saw before, translations into English from Romance languages do not contain more phrasal verbs than non-translated English, but to the contrary.
If phrasal verbs are used in the translation when there is no phrasal verb in the source text, what prompts the translator to introduce these ‗unique As Table 3 shows, however, only in some cases does the prefix in French actually correspond with a semantically equivalent particle in English. Often, the particle is not at all any close translation of what the prefix expresses (cf. also Paillard and Videau 2008). For instance, in s'enfermer, enbasically means in but this reflexive verb is translated by shut (oneself) up, not by shut (oneself) in. Thus, it may be that the translator noticed something semantically complex in the source language and was then, at some unconscious level, encouraged to render this complex item by a phrasal verb in the target language, without necessarily feeling the need to preserve the internal semantic makeup of the source item in the translation.
Conclusion
In this paper, we have shown that translations into English from Romance languages contain fewer phrasal verbs than translations into English from Germanic languages, which do not differ noticeably from non-translated English in the frequency of phrasal verbs. The most likely explanation for this is that all Germanic languages are satellite-framed and thus frequently use structures that are very similar to phrasal verbs in English, while Romance language are verb-framed and do not use such structures as frequently, if at all. This result casts doubt on the validity of normalization as a translation universal, as the frequency of phrasal verbs is apparently not similar to that in non-translated English, or even higher, independently of the source language used. For the same reason, this result also undermines the validity of levelling-out, as phrasal verbs are not underused (because of their general informality), independently of the source language usedindeed, they are not in the translations from Germanic source languages. Furthermore, as we also expected, a French simplex verb is less frequently translated into English by a phrasal verb than a French prefixed verb is. The most plausible explanation of this is that French prefixed verbs are satellite-framed structures and thus structurally and especially conceptually close to English phrasal verbs, which then present themselves more easily as translations than in the case of simplex source verbs, even if the prefix is not necessarily rendered by a semantically equivalent particle.
Methodologically, we would like to stress three points that may be useful for similar studies. Firstly, we have demonstrated that when facing a linguistic phenomenon that would require time-consuming manual filtering, it is possible to select a few items which can be retrieved automatically by relying on independent research which shows that these items, when used as search queries, do not yield much noise. As a consequence, especially with quite large corpora (ranging here from over a million to almost sixteen million words), one can use a few well-chosen search items that do not necessitate much, if any, filtering of noisy examples afterwards, as representatives of the phenomenon under research. In our example, corpus frequencies for the words up, out (at least after extraction of occurrences for out of) and down can be ‗trusted' as indicators of the use of phrasal verbs.
Secondly, we have shown how a large-scale, quantitative corpus-based approach can and sometimes has to be combined with a smaller-scale, more qualitative study, where data have to be coded manually and with considerable deliberation, as was done in this study for Le Petit Prince and its English translation. Results obtained by such more painstaking research still allow -and should undergo -a minimum of statistical validation, if the data are sufficiently large. We hope to have shown that the combination of different methods is especially fruitful when one method drives hypotheses that can be tested with another.
Thirdly, and most importantly, we believe that the application of a certain method can never be a goal in itself. Any methodology should remain subservient to answering a question or supporting a hypothesis that helps to advance, by however small a step, our current state of knowledge. In the present paper, we have used a rather simple method to discredit normalization and levelling-out as translation universals and to show that the typological nature of the source language ‗shines through' in the frequency of use of phrasal verbs in English translations, thus supporting the high importance of source-language influence. We have used an equally simple method to support the linguistically relevant idea that French, in its use of prefixed verbs, is not a perfect verb-framed language. While these prefixes do not necessarily carry information on ‗path' but, rather, are remnants of previous stages in which the language was satellite-framed (Latin and perhaps Old French), these vestiges of satellite-framing appear to be synchronically relevant, at least to L2 users of French translating to English, as prefixed verbs are translated more often than non-prefixed ones by phrasal verbs in English, which we have regarded in this paper as satellite-framed structures. In short, our methods have been used to some advantage to further our current knowledge in the fields of both translation studies and language typology. boldface). Note that there is not always a direct semantic correspondence between the French prefix and the English particle. 
